The OBIS-SEAMAP project has acquired and served high-quality marine mammal, seabird, and sea turtle data to the public since its inception in 2002. As data accumulated, spatial and temporal biases resulted and a comprehensive gap analysis was needed in order to assess coverage to direct data acquisition for the OBIS-SEAMAP project and for taxa researchers should true gaps in knowledge exist. All datasets published on OBIS-SEAMAP up to February 2009 were summarized spatially and temporally. Seabirds comprised the greatest number of records, compared to the other two taxa, and most records were from shipboard surveys, compared to the other three platforms. Many of the point observations and polyline tracklines were located in northern and central Atlantic and the northeastern and central-eastern Pacific. The Southern Hemisphere generally had the lowest representation of data, with the least number of records in the southern Atlantic and western Pacific regions. Temporally, records of observations for all taxa were the lowest in fall although the number of animals sighted was lowest in the winter. Oceanographic coverage of observations varied by platform for each taxa, which showed that using two or more platforms represented habitat ranges better than using only one alone. Accessible and published datasets not already incorporated do exist within spatial and temporal gaps identified. Other related open-source data portals also contain data that fill gaps, emphasizing the importance of dedicated data exchange. Temporal and spatial gaps were mostly a result of data acquisition effort, development of regional partnerships and collaborations, and ease of field data collection. Future directions should include fostering partnerships with researchers in the Southern Hemisphere while targeting datasets containing species with limited representation. These results can facilitate prioritizing datasets needed to be represented and for planning research for true gaps in space and time.
Introduction
The need for the conservation of marine mammals, seabirds, and sea turtles, is increasing due to the on-going and long-term negative effects of direct harvests/kills, indirect fisheries catch, and habitat alteration and degradation. A detailed understanding of the spatial and temporal patterns of species distribution and diversity is critical for quantifying populations, the significance of adverse events, and the potential for mitigation. Resources may be limited for researchers to gather enough information over long periods of time, across large regions, and on multiple species to fully assess conservation requirements. Therefore, a world data commons where multiple datasets are available can facilitate this fundamental need.
Established by the Census of Marine Life program [1] in 2002, Duke University is leading the OBIS-SEAMAP project (Ocean Biogeographic Information System -Spatial Ecological Analysis of Megavertebrate Populations project, herein called SEAMAP) involving a consortium of organizations and individuals who share a vision to make marine biogeographic data freely available to the public [2] . SEAMAP is one of the participating network data nodes of OBIS (http://www.iobis.org), which in turn, is a member and data provider of the Global Biodiversity Information Facility (GBIF; http://www.gbif.org) [3] . Data are aggregated by specific marine taxa (SEAMAP), up to all marine biogeographic data (OBIS), and finally to global (including terrestrial) biogeographic data (GBIF). Compared to GBIF and OBIS, SEAMAP promotes the storage and publication of many more types of data (i.e., effort, animal behavior, etc.) while providing additional features and tools for both data providers and potential users interested in marine megavertebrates [4] .
The SEAMAP project's objective is to compile any existing georeferenced data for marine mammals, seabirds, and sea turtles that can be used to better understand the spatial and temporal patterns of species distribution and diversity in the global ocean, such as atsea surveys (from a shipboard or aerial platform), land-based counts (from shore), satellite telemetry data (from tagged animals), and stranding data (from shore). These high quality data are standardized with a minimum set of fields including the taxon name, latitude/longitude position, and date/time for observations, begin/end dates and locations for effort data, and individual identification codes for satellite telemetry tag data [4] . Besides direct contributions, data can be delivered to SEAMAP from other data portals in an automated fashion. For instance, many of the sea turtle and telemetry datasets were fed into SEAMAP from the Satellite Tracking and Analysis Tool (STAT) available at SeaTurtle.org [5] . This tool enables direct consumption of the real-time ARGOS (Advanced Research and Global Observation Satellite) data. STAT users can freely sign up for their satellite tag data to be processed online with an option to upload and publish the data onto SEAMAP with a simple tick of a box.
Data collected for the SEAMAP project are publicly available on a web-based system (http://seamap.env.duke.edu/) that is intended for educators, students, managers, and researchers and provides advanced mapping tools, a variety of supplemental products (i.e., species profiles and photos), and tabular data summaries. The SEAMAP website also provides metadata for all datasets, including information on the data providers and collectors, description of techniques used to gather the data, survey effort details (when available), and methods to process the data for analysis. The interactive website features sophisticated querying and mapping capabilities for displaying specific data from multiple datasets across space and time. In addition, remotely sensed oceanographic data such as bathymetry and sea surface temperature can be viewed alongside observations. These environmental data are associated with observations synchronous in time and space, and available for download.
Currently, the SEAMAP database hosts over 2.3 million records with over 280 datasets from individuals, government agencies, non-profit organizations, and academic institutions. Ongoing dataset contributions from each of the three marine megafauna communities, both solicited and unsolicited, consistently increase numbers of observations and species holdings while expanding the temporal and geographic range of high quality data. However, it is apparent that temporal and geographic biases and gaps exist within the data holdings. A comprehensive gap analysis provides information that can facilitate prioritization in targeting new SEAMAP datasets to fill these gaps. In turn, results from the analysis provide direct feedback to management agencies and the research community for planning future surveys when a true gap in knowledge exists.
While the term ''gap analysis'' is used here to broadly refer to analyzing missing data, gap analysis has been referred to in the past as the approach of identifying conservation gaps by overlaying species distributions predicted from the environment with existing protected areas per the U.S. NBII Gap Analysis Program (http:// gapanalysis.nbii.gov) [6] . This program's more specific gap analysis application with SEAMAP data would certainly add great conservation value, but is beyond the scope of this paper. Here, we more simply describe the gaps in the SEAMAP data holdings, bound by taxa, space, time, and environment.
Results
As of February 12, 2009 , SEAMAP has published over 2.2 million records from 240 datasets. About 20% of these include records with spatial errors (missing latitude or longitude coordinates or on land), missing observation dates, and observations that were not marine mammals, seabirds or sea turtles. The remaining published observations (1, 839 ,510 records with 9,862,073 individual marine mammals, seabirds, and sea turtles observed) from 234 different datasets had all of the required data for the gap analysis. Points that fell on land were excluded, except for records from four shore-based surveys (988 records). The majority of records consisted of seabird observations from 67 datasets (1,607,041 records; 7,534,777 individuals; 230 different taxa). Combined observations of marine mammals from 181 datasets (154,485 records; 2,246,463 individuals; 116 different taxa) and sea turtles from 104 datasets (77,984 records; 80,833 individuals; 8 different taxa) made up less than half of the data and generally overlapped spatially with seabird distribution, although sea turtle observations were much lower in number in northern Europe. Since a large proportion of observation data (over 87% of records, and over 76% of animals) consisted of seabirds, temporal and spatial distribution results were broken down by taxa rather than lumping all three taxa together.
Overall, most datasets and records were gathered from shipboard surveys (n = 115; 1,478,671 records), followed by aerial surveys (n = 66; 251,107 records), tag data (n = 49; 100,527 records), and shore-based observations (n = 4; 9,205 records). The majority of marine mammals and seabird datasets and records came from shipboard observations (63% and 86% of records, respectively), but sea turtle data mostly came from tags (86% of records). When comparing the number of individuals (number of records * group size) from aerial, shipboard, and shore surveys, the relationship between the number of records and animals obtained varied by platform and taxa. Shore surveys gave the greatest group sizes for marine mammals (mean = 28) and seabirds (mean = 1,161). After shore surveys, shipboard surveys had the next highest group size for marine mammals (mean = 16) though only slightly higher than data gathered from aerial surveys (mean = 14). For seabirds, aerial survey datasets had a slightly higher mean group size over the shipboard datasets (mean = 6 and 4, respectively). Sea turtle mean group sizes did not differ among platforms (mean = 1).
As of the February 2009 cut-off, three shore surveys for marine mammals included data from whale strandings, seal haulouts, and sea otter sightings while the one shore-based seabird dataset included data from seabird colonies. Although SEAMAP currently displays two shore-based datasets on sea turtles (i.e., sea turtle nesting sites), no shore-based sea turtle data was included in the gap analysis because data were unavailable for public download at the time of this analysis.
Trackline data published on SEAMAP was associated with the majority (.78%) of datasets examined in this analysis. Since only a few survey trackline datasets flagged records as either ''on'' or ''off'' effort, it was assumed that all data were ''on'' or qualified as a period or track length where observations were actively being sought and recorded when a dataset did not have flags. A total of 184 observation datasets had associated trackline data (1,338,771 records within Food and Agriculture Organization [FAO] global statistical fishing areas [7] ), mainly from datasets collected by shipboard surveys (n = 85) and aerial surveys (n = 54), followed by satellite tag data (n = 45). Globally, 3,956,372 km of tracklines are represented on SEAMAP. These tracklines, or polylines, represent the shortest distance connecting points reported as positions within a survey track or within a satellite tag path. However, the total length of effort calculated per region may be an underestimate since survey effort and a tagged animal's path are unlikely to be a straight line between recorded locations.
Temporal distribution
For the 234 datasets published on SEAMAP and included in this analysis, most contained data observed during the late 1990s, with the maximum number of datasets contributing to any one year occurring in 1999 (n = 36; Figure 1 Recorded observations and number of individuals were highest in the summer for all three major taxa ( Figure 3 ). This also coincided with the length of tracklines published on SEAMAP per season with summer having the greatest coverage, followed by fall, spring, and winter. When observations were broken down by taxa, the number of records and animals were next highest for marine mammals and sea turtles in the fall, followed by spring and then winter (Figures 3a and 3c ). For seabirds, however, high records were found in winter, followed by spring and then fall while the number for animals observed was higher in the fall, followed by spring and then winter (Figure 3b ). The higher number of seabird records in the winter was mostly due to the increased number of aerial surveys compared to fall while the higher number of seabirds observed in the fall was mostly due to more shipboard surveys than in the winter. July and August were the peak summer months while December and January had some of the lowest numbers. However, April had the least number of records for marine mammals and seabirds.
Spatial distribution
Aggregated SEAMAP data revealed large gaps in the Southern Hemisphere, especially in the Pacific and Atlantic Oceans, while there was a high concentration of records in the Pacific northeast (NE), and northern Atlantic (Figure 4a ; Table 1 ). The highest number of datasets were found to contribute data in the Pacific NE (n = 72), followed closely by the Atlantic central-west (CW; n = 69); regions with the least number of datasets (n = 3 for each region) were the Arctic, Atlantic southwest (SW), Atlantic-Antarctic, and Pacific-Antarctic. Marine mammal records were present in every region, but were particularly low in the Pacific CW and northwest (NW) as well as the Atlantic SW and southeast (SE; Figure 4b ). High concentrations of marine mammal records and animals were in the Pacific central east (CE), northern Atlantic, and Mediterranean. Seabird records and number of animals were low in most of the southern regions, with major gaps in the Atlantic CE and SE, Pacific SW and SE, with no records found in the Pacific CW (Figure 4c ). Compared to the other taxa, a higher proportion of seabird records were found in the Pacific NE, Arctic, and IndianAntarctic. Sea turtles, however, had high numbers of records from the Atlantic CW and CE regions, but gaps in the southern Pacific, Arctic and Antarctic regions (Figure 4d ). Absence of sea turtle observations near the poles is expected as this ectothermic taxa requires warmer habitats.
Within FAO regions, high densities of records for all taxa were shown to be particularly biased towards the coastal areas with decreasing densities moving further offshore ( Figure 5 ). Coastal biases were particularly apparent for marine mammals and seabirds around the United States (US) and United Kingdom (Figures 5b and 5c ). Less clustered areas (low record densities) further offshore were a result of satellite tag datasets that tracked individual animal movements across large regions such as seabirds in the Pacific NE and CE ( Figure 5c ) and sea turtles in the Pacific CW (Figures 5d).
The relative distribution of tracklines among and within regions sensibly coincides with observational records (Figures 5 and 6 ). Most of the published tracklines were concentrated in the north and central Atlantic regions (highest km of tracklines was found in the Atlantic NW region). SEAMAP did not have any published datasets with tracklines in the Pacific-Antarctic ( Table 2 ). The area covered in most regions was minimal and the presence of effort within an area was less than 50% for all regions (Table 2) , with most tracklines concentrated near the coast. The amount of areal coverage calculated per region is likely an overestimate since the buffer around the trackline was larger than what is typical (survey/ animal swaths are usually ,100 km of the ship, plane, satellite telemetry tag path).
When broken down by platform, densities of shipboard survey tracks were the highest at around 7.4 km per square km, found near Great Abaco Island, Bahamas (Figure 6a ) where high numbers of sea turtles (loggerhead Caretta caretta being the most abundant species) and cetaceans (bottlenose dolphin Tursiops truncatus being the most abundant species) were observed. Trackline density for aerial surveys was highest around 7 km per square km, found in Puget Sound, Washington, US (Figure 6b ), where high numbers of seabirds (northern fulmar Fulmarus glacialis and common murre Uria aalge being the most abundant species) were observed. Tracklines for satellite tag data were the least dense out of the three platforms, with a maximum of around 3.7 km per 
Oceanographic coverage
It was not possible to associate environmental variables with many of the dates and locations for observations because the availability of such variables was restricted to more recent years (Table 3 ) and limited by cloud cover. About 92% of observations were associated with bathymetry because temporal restrictions did not apply, though data were lacking in coastal areas. Sea surface temperature (SST) data were available for over 20 years and could be associated with about 57% of observations in time and space. For sea surface height (SSH) and chlorophyll (CHL) data, only about a quarter or less of the observations were matched in time and space mostly due to the temporal restrictions of the environmental data. Besides pre-dating the availability of satellite coverage and cloud cover, environmental data may also be missing due to calculation error associated with coastal cells (and equatorial cells for SSH) or satellite instrument malfunctions. For SST and CHL, the trends of using weekly/8 day, monthly, and yearly values for each taxa were the same (i.e., yearly, monthly, and weekly SST values were highest for sea turtles and lowest for seabirds) and, similarly, weekly values of SSH followed the same relationship with taxa. Therefore, only monthly values were presented here to show seasonal averages, modes, and ranges (see Tables 4 and 5 ).
The distribution of bathymetry, SST, CHL, and SSH by taxa and by platform all deviated significantly from normal (ShapiroWilk test, p,0.001). In addition, most environmental layers by taxa and by platform significantly deviated from unimodality (p,0.001). Exceptions included bathymetry sampled by sea turtle sightings gathered by shipboard survey and by satellite tag, yearly SSH sampled by sea turtle sightings gathered by satellite tag, and SSH sampled by seabird sightings gathered by shipboard survey (p.0.001).
Depth values associated with observations ranged from 1 to 9,294 m, but were heavily skewed towards shallow waters (,350 m; median = 82 m; mode = 53 m). Average depths varied significantly with taxa and platform (Kruskal-Wallis test, p,0.01; Table 4 ). Sea turtles were observed over the deepest waters, followed by marine mammals, and then seabirds; datasets Table 1 for FAO global statistical fishing area codes and regions. doi:10.1371/journal.pone.0012990.g004 Table 1 . Regional summary of all marine mammal, seabird, and sea turtle observations data published on SEAMAP. gathered by tag were over deeper waters than ships, followed by aerial surveys and shore surveys (Table 4) . For marine mammals, the number of records for all four platforms peaked in shallow waters; the most frequent bathymetry for observations collected by ship, tag, and shore was at 1 m while data gathered by aerial surveys were mostly at 12 m (Table 5 ). Kernel density distributions for marine mammal depths differed greatly among platforms ( Figure 7a ). For seabirds, all platforms had high numbers of observations from shallow waters, while satellite tag data also had an abundance of data over depths around 5,500 m ( Figure 7b ). Sea turtles were also mostly observed in shallow waters, although the satellite tags allowed for a greater number of observations over deep water, with most data over waters around 5,600 m deep ( Figure 7c , Table 5 ). Not including the shore-based datasets, data gathered by aerial surveys had the smallest range compared to other platforms, with a range of only about 4,600 m (Table 5) .
Monthly SST values associated with observations ranged from 22.92 to 35.17 degrees Celsius (uC), with most observations at 22.9uC although many temperatures were around the median (11.10uC). Like bathymetry, average SST (weekly, monthly, and yearly) varied significantly with taxa and platform (Kruskal-Wallis test, p,0.01; Table 4 ). Sea turtles were observed in higher SSTs, followed by marine mammals, and then seabirds; datasets gathered by tag were in warmer waters than shipboard surveys, followed by aerial surveys, and then shore surveys (Table 4) . For marine mammals, most shipboard observations were in the warmest waters, followed by planes, tags and then shore observations (Table 5 ). Kernel density distributions for marine mammal SSTs varied greatly among the different platforms ( Figure 7d ). For seabirds, aerial and shipboard surveys had high numbers of observations around 7 and 10uC, respectively, while satellite tag data included an abundance of data recorded in warmer waters ( Figure 7e , Table 5 ). Sea turtles were primarily observed in warm waters, with modes between 17-31uC for each platform ( Figure 7f , Table 5 ).
Monthly SSH values associated with observations ranged from 216.5 to 314.8 cm (median = 119.1 cm; mode = 157 cm). SSH (daily and monthly) varied significantly with taxa and platform (Kruskal-Wallis test, p,0.01). Sea turtles were observed in higher SSHs, followed by marine mammals, and then seabirds; datasets gathered by tag were higher in SSH than aerial surveys, followed by shipboard, and then shore-based surveys (Table 4) . For marine mammals, the number of records for all four platforms peaked in waters around 120 cm, with shipboard and aerial observations peaking again near 160 cm ( Figure 7g ; Table 5 ). For seabirds, all platforms peaked at different SSHs, with shipboard observations in lower waters than aerial observations, followed by satellite tags ( Figure 7h , Table 5 ). For sea turtles, all platforms also peaked at different SSHs, with shipboard survey data having peaks slightly overlapping with both aerial and tag data ( . CHL (weekly and monthly) varied significantly with taxa and platform (Kruskal-Wallis test, p,0.01). Marine mammals were observed in highest average CHLs, followed by seabirds, and then sea turtles; datasets gathered from shore were higher in average CHL than aerial surveys, followed by shipboard surveys, and then tag data (Table 4) . For all taxa and all platforms, the number of records peaked in waters of low CHL concentration (Figures 7j-l, Table 5 ). Shore surveys yielded the widest range of data for CHL, while sea turtles observed by shipboard surveys had the smallest range along with relatively low CHL concentrations (Table 5 ). A total of 636 references were identified with many high quality datasets within all regions, including regions in which the SEAMAP project currently holds little or no data (Text S1). There were no regions that showed an absence of seabird, marine mammal, or sea turtle observations collected from either dedicated surveys or satellite telemetry. Initially, the number of potential datasets identified grew exponentially with time spent on searching with the use of literature, networking, and websites due to the snowball sampling effect [8] ; the collaborative nature of many studies and information in the bibliography and acknowledgments led to information on other organizations with similar datasets. The first round of data requests, primarily via e-mail, to acquire many of the identified datasets showed significant potential. As the search and review of literature progresses, there usually comes a point at which the rate of information gained with respect to effort decreases [9] . For the scope of this gap analysis, the timeframe allocated to searching for datasets had not yet reached this point of diminishing returns. However, it was apparent that older datasets (early 1980s and before) did have diminishing returns in that the effort to find current contacts, appropriate permissions, and acquire data in readily available formats increased with the age of the dataset.
Quantitative results of the quintile subtraction analysis showed that the largest gaps in SEAMAP data holdings compared to what was missing in the literature were in the Atlantic SW for all taxa combined as well as for marine mammals in particular (Table 6 ). In addition, the amount of marine mammal data was low for the Pacific NW and seabird data holdings showed the largest difference between references and records within the Atlantic Antarctic and Pacific Antarctic. In contrast, SEAMAP had relatively good coverage (small difference between the relative number of references and published records) within the Atlantic NE, where there were high numbers of records for all taxa combined, and the Indian Antarctic, where there was a medium amount of records for all taxa combined ( Figure 4 ; Table 6 ). The amount of sea turtle data on SEAMAP was also greater in relation to the number of literature references in the Atlantic NW, where the number of records was relatively high. It is important to note that these results only give an estimate of regional distributions of data within the literature for datasets not already published on SEAMAP and the literature search was not comprehensive.
The majority of datasets published on SEAMAP were contributed by government groups (n = 150), followed by nongovernment groups (n = 50) and universities (n = 34). When breaking the number of records down by taxa, government groups provide the largest number for seabirds and marine mammals while non-government groups provide the most data for sea turtles. For the four platforms, government groups provide the most data by shipboard and aerial surveys, non-government groups give the most satellite tag data, and universities provide the most shore-based data. The number of datasets were mostly from US-based organizations (n = 170). When broken down by platform, however, more shipboard and satellite tag data (records and number of animals sighted) were from non-US contributors. US-based organizations provided more records and animal observations for marine mammals and sea turtles but not for seabirds.
Results from the preliminary literature search showed that there were numerous potential contacts within the government, nongovernment, and university groups that have collected data suitable for SEAMAP, including data to fill many temporal and spatial gaps (Text S1). When targeting specific groups and searching within these sectors, internet searches and conferences proceedings were more effective than primary literature databases as websites and conference presentations were more current and often disseminated information through gray literature. Limits for online searches include the existence of a website, the presence of keywords to be retrieved by search engines, and enough available information on research projects and key contacts to be considered. The most common limitation for obtaining the data presented at recent conferences was that the data were still being worked on for peer review publication or other projects and researchers were reluctant to make data available to the public beforehand.
Comparing portal coverage with example species
As of January 25, 2010, the US Fish and Wildlife Service listed 28 marine mammals, 19 seabirds, and 6 sea turtles as endangered or threatened based on the level of protection needed to reduce the danger of the population's extinction [10] . Of the 53 animals listed, the SEAMAP project currently has no records for 9 marine mammals (Table 7) and no records for 12 seabirds (Table 8 ), but does have at least one record of each of the sea turtle species listed (Table 9 ). With the exception of the bowhead whale (Balaena mysticetus), the listed marine mammals and seabirds not included in SEAMAP are known to be endemic to relatively small geographic ranges. Other listed animals with low representation (,10 records) in SEAMAP, and a more wide habitat range, include the endangered North Pacific right whale (Eubalaena japonica) [11] and endangered beluga (Delphinapterus leucas) [12] . Preliminary searches using literature databases showed that data from recent research (within the last 25 years) were published for the 15 endangered and threatened marine mammals with little to no representation on SEAMAP. For each of the eight key marine species chosen to compare among open-access databases, SEAMAP contributed varied amounts of data compared to what was available through GBIF and OBIS (Table 10) . Although SEAMAP is a data node which contributes to OBIS, which in turn contributes to GBIF, this process is only periodically maintained and therefore not all SEAMAP data can currently be found on OBIS and GBIF. The most recent time when OBIS obtained data from SEAMAP was on November 16, 2009, one day prior to the data download for the gap analysis. As a result of the current data flow hierarchy, SEAMAP and OBIS were most similar in data holdings while GBIF and SEAMAP had a greater difference in numbers of records for each marine species examined. SEAMAP contributed the most data for species such as the bottlenose dolphin, great shearwater (Puffinus gravis), and loggerhead sea turtle, but was not a significant contributor for more rare species such as the sperm whale (Physeter macrocephalus/P. catodon).
Most SEAMAP data for the eight key species were centralized in the mid-latitudes, having heavy representation around North America (Figures 8a-g ), with the exception of the wandering albatross (Diomedea exulans) whose habitat range is in the southern oceans (Figure 8h) . OBIS data not included on SEAMAP filled many geographic gaps for most species, especially contributing information in the Indian-Antarctic for Arctic tern (Sterna paradisaea), killer whale (Orcinus orca), sperm whale, and wandering albatross (Figures 8a, c, g, h, respectively) . Around Australia, bottlenose dolphin, sperm whale, and wandering albatross data were lacking on SEAMAP, but were available through OBIS (Figures 8b, g, h, respectively) . Data found exclusively on GBIF contributed some data in geographic gaps, most notably for Arctic tern records in the Pacific NE and SE, Atlantic NE and CE, and Arctic (Figure 8a ). In addition, GBIF data filled data gaps in the Mediterranean for bottlenose dolphin, leatherback sea turtle Dermochelys coriacea, loggerhead sea turtle, and sperm whale (Figures 8b, d, e, g, respectively) . However, SEAMAP generally had high data coverage for great shearwater, mostly lacking records found on GBIF near Europe and OBIS in the southwest Atlantic (Figure 8f ).
Discussion
When assessing current knowledge on species distributions with the use of multiple sources, it is important to take into account the effects of temporal and geographic sampling biases. Overall, SEAMAP dataset, record, and observation holdings per year have been increasing which likely is a result of increased effort for SEAMAP project data acquisition for more current data and not increased abundances of species in the field. Community awareness of the project and emphasis on data management for better archiving and/or dissemination has grown within recent years. On the other hand, geographic biases in research can be due to site accessibility, proximity to collecting agencies or highly human populated areas, or interest (either targeting areas with the high probability of species presence, or areas and species of high conservation concern) [13] . Although the SEAMAP project has not had a random approach to obtaining observations on marine mammals, seabirds, and sea turtles, this gap analysis is a first assessment to determine not only SEAMAP project gaps compared to the greater research community, but also to look into possible biases in research as a result of dataset holdings.
The majority of data contributed to the SEAMAP project has been seabird observations (with peak numbers of records in the 1980s) followed by high numbers of marine mammals (mainly occurring in the 1990s) and sea turtles (having increased observations after 2000). It is unknown as to why high numbers of records occurred when they did for each taxa or why seabird data made up the majority, especially since data acquisition for the SEAMAP project was sometimes on an ad hoc basis. A general increased amount of publications with time was also found for marine mammal diving and tracking studies, which may be attributed to increased computer access and improved technology for processing data [14] . One explanation for the differences in numbers of records among taxa may partly be influenced by inherent biases in detection based on taxa behavior and habitat (time spent in the air or on land versus under water). Seabirds usually occur in flocks and colonies, with higher numbers of individuals relative to pods or groups of marine mammals. Sea turtle observations may be least represented because they are generally solitary at sea and are also usually smaller with a lower profile than marine mammals, which makes detection more difficult. In addition, detectability for both marine mammals and sea turtles is low since they spend most of their time underwater. Therefore, other complementary methods may be more effective for informing habitat usage such as acoustic surveys (for marine mammals [15, 16] ) and satellite telemetry [17] . Along with detectability differences, the number of observations collected over time may have been influenced by the number of active researchers within each taxa community, the amount of resources available for surveys (i.e., funding), and the general abundance of species within the areas surveyed.
Although data from shipboard and aerial surveys, satellite tags, and shore-based observations can be used to determine species ranges, abundances, and density estimates, there are distinct platform differences that need to be taken account. Shipboard surveys have the advantage of allowing for closer inspection of animals and additional biotic (i.e., prey abundance, acoustic monitoring, etc.) or abiotic (sea surface temperature, salinity, etc.) sampling. However, aerial surveys are less expensive and usually cover a larger extent in a shorter period of time compared to shipboard surveys. Avoidance or attraction to aerial or shipboard platforms may also influence density estimates, depending on certain species [18, 19] . Higher densities of common animals are generally found in aerial surveys due to greater visibility, but better detection of rare or small species occur with shipboard surveys [20, 21] . Greater detection may also be found with shore-based surveys for small, coastal marine mammals [22] . Furthermore, satellite telemetry tags are critical for capturing areas where animals traverse, filling in many of the spatial and temporal gaps left from surveys [23, 24] . For the data published on the SEAMAP website, most observations were from shipboard surveys and far fewer were from aerial surveys, tag, and shore. Shore-based surveys gave the most animals per record since locations of species were usually congregations (i.e., seal haul out sites and seabird colonies). Depending on the priorities for filling gaps within SEAMAP, the representation of certain species may be maximized by targeting aerial or shore surveys while more observations of less commonly sighted animals may be obtained through shipboard surveys.
While reviewing the full list of data already obtained for SEAMAP, it was recognized that there were significant temporal biases within a year, which may be a result of the combination of seasonal affects and regional source of the data. Datasets have primarily come from North America and northern Europe with large geographic gaps existing in the Southern Hemisphere and Indian Ocean. Since most data were located in the Northern Hemisphere, the summer (June-August) and fall (SeptemberNovember) seasons had the highest number of observations and animals probably due to a combination of greater survey effort and animal activity. Summer weather conditions are usually more favorable for surveys. Summer is also the breeding season for most seabirds, where colonies flock onshore and are easily detected, with fall being a time for feeding and fledging [25] . Many marine mammals migrate towards the poles to feed during the summer [26] and therefore, an increased likelihood of detection occurs if surveys are planned in known migration or foraging areas. Sea turtle nesting season often occurs in the summer to fall when adult female sea turtles aggregate and come close to and onto the shore. The higher number of seabird observations, published on SEAMAP, found in winter (December-February) may be attributed to the greater number of observations in the Southern Hemisphere during breeding and birthing seasons (austral summer; n = 589,116) compared to fall (n = 188).
The high number of records and animals published on SEAMAP in the Northern Hemisphere, along with the relatively high density of effort in the eastern US coast, can be attributed to collaborators and cooperation from US government groups, which were the greatest contributor (i.e., National Oceanic and Atmospheric Administration). This bias was expected due to high US-based research efforts and because the SEAMAP project is led by Duke University, US, with more established partners in the US and Europe than other regions. In addition, the SEAMAP website is currently only available in English, which may serve as a barrier in some regions. Even if requests for data were written in the native language (non-English) of the recipient, some providers may not receive the full benefits of SEAMAP if the majority of targeted users cannot utilize an English-only website. A cost-benefit analysis of the website translation for SEAMAP is needed to determine if language is the greatest limitation for obtaining data in certain regions. Based on current SEAMAP data holdings, non-US groups are an important target community for filling gaps for specific taxa (i.e., seabirds) and regions. The values and ranges of environmental variables associated with observations published on SEAMAP varied by taxa and can be influenced by platform. By combining available data across platforms, environmental ranges are more complete in relation to available habitat for species when compared to using one platform alone [27] . For example, satellite tag locations can cover many spatial/habitat gaps when combined with traditional survey data to acquire a better picture of the presence of animals in a region. Currently, habitat and density modeling techniques for mixing data from multiple platforms while incorporating abundance, residence time, and detectability have not yet been fully developed and present a worthwhile opportunity for future research.
The distribution of each environmental variable was only analyzed for large taxa groups (i.e., marine mammals, seabirds, and sea turtles), but the same analysis can be used for individual species within a taxa to determine if SEAMAP data holdings adequately cover the known range for that particular species. For example, ecological niche models developed for blue whales (Balaenoptera musculus) showed that occurrence from whaling data was highest around waters 1-4 km deep [28] , but only 25% of Table 7 . The number of marine mammal records and animals published on SEAMAP that are protected under the US Endangered Species Act, based on the US Fish and Wildlife listings (E = endangered, T = threatened, E/T = populations are endangered and threatened; [10] marine mammal sightings on SEAMAP sightings were in waters .2 km deep. Other factors known to influence species occurrence that were not examined in this study (i.e., prey distributions, preferred benthic habitats) can also be used to predict areas of relatively high abundance. Although many records and sightings for blue whales are available on SEAMAP (Table 7) , representation would be improved by focusing future dataset acquisition and/or research efforts towards filling the gap in knowledge within the species' ecological niche. Tracklines representing survey effort from shipboard and aerial surveys, as well as satellite telemetry tag paths showed that SEAMAP coverage is specifically biased towards coastal areas, with particularly good coverage of the US Exclusive Economic Zone (EEZ). Coastal areas are more accessible for research and can be the primary habitat of many marine species. With the exception of shipboard surveys in the Caribbean, highest densities of tracklines published on SEAMAP were within US waters, probably as a result of more contributions from US partners and collaborators, many of which were gathering data under US government mandates to survey the US EEZ for marine animals. SEAMAP currently has few partners conducting research in regions with the largest gaps, such as the Arctic, southern Atlantic, Atlantic-Antarctic, Pacific CW and SW, and Pacific-Antarctic. Building relationships with organizations who gather data in these regions should be a priority, especially since data exist in these regions, based on the preliminary literature search. Additionally, obtaining data gathered further offshore (e.g., satellite tag data) should be a priority in filling spatial gaps.
The challenges for exhaustive literature searches and reviews typically include time constraints, language barriers, availability (access or subscription) to literature, and limitations of available electronic databases, catalogues, and search engines to detect all published and unpublished resources related to the study. The results of the preliminary literature search showed great potential for the research community to contribute data to fill many of the spatial and temporal gaps known within the SEAMAP data holdings, especially for the Atlantic SW and Pacific NW regions. Information gathered from direct contact with experts in the field definitely supplements literature searches [9, 29] . It was apparent that the dissemination of new information for marine mammal, seabird, and sea turtle distribution relied heavily on the taxa networks, underlining the importance of avenues outside of published literature (i.e., symposiums and conferences, e-mail listservs, project and database information posted on the web, etc.). Other sources that were extremely useful were published regional Table 8 . The number of seabird records and animals published on SEAMAP that are protected under the US Endangered Species Act, based on the US Fish and Wildlife listings (E = endangered, T = threatened, E/T = populations are endangered and threatened; [10] ).
Status
Species Common Name Records (n) Animals (n) Table 9 . The number of sea turtle records and animals published on SEAMAP that are protected under the US Endangered Species Act, based on the US Fish and Wildlife listings (E = endangered, T = threatened, E/T = populations are endangered and threatened; [10] ).
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Brachyramphus marmoratus
Marbled murrelet 1,677 3,236 E Fregata andrewsi Andrew's frigatebird 0 0 E Larus audouinii Audouin's gull 117 513 E L. relictus Relict gull 0 0 E Phoebastria albatrus Short-tailed albatross 1,447 2,393 E Pterodroma aterrima Mascarene black petrel 0 0 E P. axillaris Chatham Island petrel 0 0 E P. cahow Bermuda petrel 0 0 E P. macgillivrayi Fiji petrel 0 0 E P. magentae Magenta petrel 0 0 T P. phaeopygia Galapagos petrel 2 4 E P. p. sandwichensis Hawaiian dark-rumped petrel 0 0 T Puffinus auricularis Townsend's shearwater 1 13 T P. auricularis newelli Newell's shearwater 0 0 T P. heinrothi Heinroth's shearwater 0 0 E Spheniscus mendiculus Galapagos penguin 0 0 E
Status Species
Common Name Records (n) Animals (n) reviews of research on marine mammals, seabirds, or sea turtles (e.g., [30] [31] [32] ). For most data requests, referencing published sources streamlined the process involved with identifying potential data for publication on the SEAMAP website. Alongside primary literature, internet searches for contributors (i.e., government agencies, non-governmental organizations, individuals or groups at universities) have been beneficial in identifying large datasets not yet included on SEAMAP. Since the rate of finding potential high quality datasets within the literature and online websites is still high at this point, continuing these data acquisition methods would be prudent in filling in the gaps. When combining all available marine mammal, seabird, and sea turtle data from open-access online databases (SEAMAP, OBIS, and GBIF), it was revealed that SEAMAP ranged in its percent contribution and spatial coverage. OBIS is an aggregating portal and batch data flow from SEAMAP into OBIS, but currently there is no systematic method for integrating data from OBIS back into SEAMAP. This dichotomy seems to exist between OBIS and GBIF as well; although OBIS is a data contributor for GBIF, not all data on GBIF are available on OBIS. In addition, data published on SEAMAP are not simultaneously posted to OBIS, nor are OBIS data automatically synced with GBIF. While all three databases have the same objective for making data freely available, the SEAMAP project's unique features (e.g., visualization of survey effort, environmental data availability, and metadata details) make it particularly valuable for data providers to have their data published within SEAMAP and not only at OBIS or GBIF. However, consistent data accessibility through all three portals would be more beneficial for all users. In addition, a systematic mechanism using unique identifiers should be enforced at each node to ensure that data contributed to all three databases are not duplicated.
SEAMAP provides a convenient means for data dissemination and outreach to the public, researchers, and resource managers. Along with data users, data providers benefit from publishing datasets on SEAMAP because the results of their research, including published reports or articles, are highlighted to reach a broader audience and their data can be added to customized maps where it can be viewed in the context of oceanographic observations, other datasets, and in the context of global distribution maps. In addition, SEAMAP provides an organized, secure off-site archive, which can expedite future data requests and queries. Making these observations and analysis tools available to the global research community will facilitate improved ecological understanding of marine mammals, seabirds, and sea turtles as well as inform the management and conservation of these species. The digital archive increases interoperability while building a knowledge base that will enhance research possibilities and support evidence-based conservation [33, 34] . In the future, mechanisms for easy bidirectional data transport among SEA-MAP, OBIS, and GBIF would improve data archiving and dissemination.
Baseline knowledge on marine species distributions will be fundamental in documenting any responses to consequences of environmental and human induced threats to marine mammal, seabird, and sea turtle populations. Many cases of marine species populations close to or already extinct go undocumented due to the lack of research and available information on the geographic ranges (breeding, adult, and vagrant), among other reasons [35] . Furthermore, data management becomes increasingly difficult as information accumulates and a cataloging system for the information needs to be established especially as scientific researchers and personnel turnover. Based on responses from major conservation agencies, the greatest limitation was lack of time and resources to collate data to publish on SEAMAP. Therefore, conservation projects should have objectives that include making data publicly available to reduce information loss. It is important to have the involvement of scientists in the process of publishing their data within a comprehensive and accessible inventory of marine species and their distributions in order to fully evaluate future threats to marine mammal, seabird, and sea turtle populations. This is particularly important for the 42 species already identified to be endangered or threatened [10] . The aggregation of effort from multiple research projects at a data center, such as SEAMAP, can broaden the data coverage in space and time for a more global perspective. Although thousands of records were available from SEAMAP for most of the endangered or threatened species identified, in addition to millions of records of more common species, there were many species for which SEAMAP lacks data. These and other rarely recorded species should be a priority for future data acquisition efforts. Table 10 . The number of records downloaded per database with latitude/longitude data and percent of the total comprised of SEAMAP records for eight key species; SEAMAP records on OBIS were identified by the information in the ''Datapub'' and ''DataRight'' columns, SEAMAP records on GBIF were identified by information in the ''Res_name'' and ''Institutio'' columns. The SEAMAP project continues to gain momentum, and this review revealed that temporal and spatial gaps were mostly a result of data acquisition effort (increase with time), development of regional partnerships and collaborations (Northern Hemisphere bias), ease of collecting more recent and available data (1990s to present), field data collection seasons (summer), and site accessibility (coastal habitats). Future directions should foster partnerships with researchers in the Southern Hemisphere that may involve data cataloging/formatting assistance, while targeting datasets containing species that are less abundant (endangered or threatened) and with limited representation within SEAMAP. These goals are feasible considering the literature search and feedback already received from taxa experts in the field. Results from the gap analysis can also provide direct feedback to the management agencies and marine mammal, seabird, and sea turtle communities on planning future research, should gaps in space and time remain after searching within available literature and databases.
Materials and Methods
The gap analysis was conducted using all data contributed to and publicly available on SEAMAP from the project's inception until February 12, 2009 . Although the SEAMAP project has not specifically restricted data acceptance to exact definitions of species within the broad categories of marine mammals, seabirds, and sea turtles, these taxa were more strictly defined for the purposes of the gap analysis. Marine mammals were defined as animals from the Class Mammalia and included all taxa under Orders Cetacea and Sirenia [26, 36] . Within Order Carnivora, sub-order Caniformia, all animals under Families Odobenidae, Otariidae and Phocidae were included along with sea otters (Enhydra spp., Lutrograle spp.) within the Family Mustelidae and the polar bear (Family Ursidae, Ursus maritimus). When sightings of Caniformia were recorded, it was assumed that these were sightings of an acceptable marine mammal species and it was included in the analysis. Seabirds were defined using the traditional classification, based on anatomy [25, 37, 38] . Generally, seabirds are from the Class Aves within the Order Ciconiiformes, including Families Alcidae, Diomedeidae, Fregatidae, Hydrobatidae, Laridae, Pelecanidae, Pelecanoididae, Phaethontidae, Phalacrocoracidae, Procellariidae, Spheniscidae, Stercorariidae, and Sulidae. When sightings of ''Seabird'' were recorded, it was not included since it was too general to assume that these were sightings using the traditional classification. Finally, sea turtles included all animals under Class Reptilia, Order Testudines, and under Families Cheloniidae and Dermochelyidae. When sightings of ''Testudines'' were recorded, it was assumed that these were sightings of an acceptable sea turtle species and it was included in the analysis. Observations that were publicly available but were not categorized as a marine mammal, seabird, or sea turtle (i.e., finfish, shorebirds, vessels, etc.) were excluded.
Datasets from all platforms (shipboard, aerial, shore, and tag) were included. Observations from aerial or shipboard surveys usually recorded the number of animals sighted. When this information was missing, it was assumed that the count was one individual. For satellite telemetry datasets, the number of animals per record was always one even though one individual tag may have multiple observations each with a different location, depending on how often data were recorded and published. Therefore, when calculating the abundance of animals sighted for one satellite tag, high numbers can result from multiple observations (total abundance = total number of observations at all locations * one individual), even though it essentially is a replicate of the same individual. Although this number is an inflation of actual animals sighted, this count method was used so that the spatial and temporal information associated with each transmitted data point would not be lost. In addition, observations from other dataset platforms (shipboard, aerial, and shore) were not guaranteed as unique individuals and replicate sightings are possible.
Temporal distribution
The number of datasets containing data from any one year was summed to get an overall temporal distribution of data contributions. All observations, broken down by taxa, were categorized temporally into years, seasons, and months of observation to determine the year range of available data and to identify the time periods in which SEAMAP holds much or little data (number of records and number of individuals observed). In addition, tracklines published on SEAMAP were examined for seasonal coverage. Seasons were defined as: winter = DecemberFebruary, spring = March-May, summer = June-August, and fall = September-November.
Spatial distribution
All geo-referenced marine mammals, seabird, and sea turtle data were compiled and subsequently summarized by number of records and number of animals within the 19 major marine FAO global statistical fishing areas [7, 39] (Figure 4 ). Although these statistical areas are somewhat arbitrary, their boundaries were established by taking into account factors that are important for SEAMAP dataset holdings and acquisition, such as the natural oceanic regions and divisions, national boundaries, longitude and latitude grid system, and the distribution of aquatic fauna [39] . When features were summed per FAO region area, the known surface area was used [40] . Points were also summed within 1 degree cells to investigate biases within FAO regions (higher resolution). All spatial analyses were conducted using ArcGIS version 9.3 ArcInfo license [41] .
Polyline tracklines were constructed with a series of unprojected straight lines connecting consecutive points along a survey track (when provided along with observation data) or satellite telemetry tag path and exported into ArcGIS [41] . If datasets delineated records as to when observers were ''on-effort'' or ''off-effort'' along a survey track, off-effort records/tracks were excluded. Recording intervals and survey methods (e.g., line-transect or opportunistic survey) varied among datasets. Final polyline shapefiles were published and available for download on the SEAMAP website.
The trackline density within each FAO region of all effort data published on SEAMAP was calculated after tracklines were projected using a customized Lambert Equal Area Azimuthal projection (mean center of all tracklines within the FAO region was used for the central meridian and latitude to minimize distortion). Although survey observation widths vary among platform types (i.e., aerial, shipboard, shore, and tag), the details of constructing accurate survey strip widths was not available, therefore a common method was applied to all datasets. The Line Density tool in ArcGIS Spatial Analyst [41] was used with a cell size of 12 km and 50 km search radius, resulting in a ,100 km buffer around each trackline to help visualize general spatial patterns of trackline coverage. The summed length of tracklines per km 2 was used to determine relative coverage within each FAO region, using areas calculated in ArcGIS. The percent area of trackline coverage within a region was calculated by dividing the number of cells with .0 km of trackline present by the total number of cells within a region.
Oceanographic coverage
The date and location of each observation was used to sample environmental data from satellite imagery when available. Environmental data include bathymetry, sea surface temperature (SST), sea surface height (SSH), and chlorophyll a ( Table 3) . All environmental variables, except for bathymetry, were averaged over different time periods (i.e., yearly, monthly, weekly). The weekly SST average containing the observed date was applied to the day of each observation; the weekly average containing the first day of the month was used to determine monthly SSH; and the eight day average containing the observed date was applied to the day of each observation. The distribution of each environmental parameter was investigated by taxa and platform using the Kolmogorov-Smirnov-Lilliefors (KSL) test for normality [42] [43] [44] and Hartigan dip test for unimodality [45, 46] . Since sample sizes were large (n.5,000), the p-value was obtained using an interpolation of the dip statistic and sample size values obtained from tables by Hartigan and Hartigan (1985) and Martin Maechler's qDiptab function within the R statistical software package diptest version 0.25-2 [47] . Sample size and dip statistic was best fitted with the power function for the 0.999 tail (r 2 = 0.9951, y = 0.4887x 20.442 ) and with the log function for the 0.01 tail (r 2 = 0.9593, y = 20.043ln(x)+0.1327). Environmental variables were compared among taxa and platforms using the nonparametric Kruskal Wallis test [48] . Kernel density estimation plots were used to compare platforms for each taxa using the density.compare function within the R statistical software package sm version 2.2-3 [47, 49, 50] .
Identifying potential datasets
Potential high quality marine mammal, seabird, and sea turtle datasets, defined as dedicated surveys or satellite telemetry tag data with the minimum required variables, were identified by searching through literature (gray and peer-reviewed), websites, and after consultations with experts within the research network. The search targeted more timely datasets (data collected after 1983), with the priority towards regions that were known to have little to no data represented in SEAMAP (i.e., western Pacific, southern Atlantic, Indian Oceans). When data collected prior to 1983 and dedicated surveys for bycatch, strandings, and sites (i.e., colonies, caves) were found during the search, they were included in case these datasets were the only types available for the species/region/time period. Although review papers and references that presented summarized data or model outputs (derived products of raw individual observations, sightings, or satellite tag data) were included in the search to aid in further data acquisition efforts, these were weeded out of the gap analysis when identified to reduce duplication, with the exception of papers that included unpublished data observations. In other words, only the references for raw data were included in the quantified gap analysis.
All references found were categorized by taxa (i.e., marine mammal, seabird, or sea turtle) and by FAO region, based on the reported data published or presented. On rare occasions when it was difficult to obtain a copy of the reference, the title/abstract was used for noting taxa and FAO region of research. There may be cases where more data (i.e., other taxa/FAO regions observed) were collected during the study that was not presented and it is recognized that the summarized results can be an underestimate of the available data within these references. However, the small amount of data that were not published and not captured will not likely affect the overall results of the quantitative analysis.
This was a preliminary exercise to determine the presence or absence of datasets within regions that were currently represented in SEAMAP as data poor and to identify datasets, when present, that would be considered as high priority for acquisition. After all references were summarized by taxa for all regions, the sum of references for each taxa were divided into five equal quintiles. Regions were coded based on the quantity of references per square kilometer relative to the cumulative distribution (Low, 1: ,20%; Medium-Low, 2: 20-40%, Medium, 3: 40-60%; Medium-High, 4: 60-80%, and High, 5: .80%). Regions were coded in the same manner based on the quantity of records relative to the cumulative distribution (Figure 4) . The code for the quantity of records was subtracted from the code for the reference so that positive numbers represented a gap in SEAMAP holdings (relatively higher representation of references in the literature compared to relatively lower representation of records in SEAMAP). Likewise, negative numbers showed that SEAMAP holdings were relatively higher than references found during the preliminary literature search, suggesting that acquiring data in these references were of lower concern to fill gaps. This method was similar to one used previously to identify geographic gaps in sampling in relation to sample target distribution [51] .
Data providers for datasets published on SEAMAP were also categorized as a government organization, non-government organization (i.e., non-profit research institutes, aquariums, etc.), or university. In addition, providers were categorized as either a US or non-US based organization. These categories were used to compare data contributions across different types of providers, by taxa and by platform, in order to help determine current biases and to direct future requests for datasets to fill known gaps.
Comparing portal coverage with example species
In order to identify species gaps within SEAMAP, animals considered to be of high conservation priority were applied as examples for assessing marine mammal, seabird, and sea turtle species coverage. The number of records and animals observed and published on SEAMAP were summarized to determine the species with low or no representation. A search for any high quality datasets that included species with low SEAMAP data holdings was then conducted to see if the lack of data was due to a true information gap or a gap only in SEAMAP data holdings.
In addition, SEAMAP data holdings for key species from each taxa were used to compare data holdings among other open-access databases, such as the parent OBIS portal and the GBIF database that subsequently receives OBIS data. Key species were chosen within each taxa to cover a large global distribution when combined and included sperm whale, killer whale, bottlenose dolphin, great shearwater, Arctic tern, wandering albatross, leatherback sea turtle, and loggerhead sea turtle. Data were downloaded for each species from SEAMAP, GBIF, and OBIS websites between November 17-18, 2009. When possible, duplicate observations (based on the information provided within the record such as the data source and rights) were flagged and eliminated to determine the total available number of records and spatial coverage of species observations for each database. Since SEAMAP data can be part of OBIS and GBIF, SEAMAP data were flagged within OBIS and GBIF data to determine the percent contribution for each database. Although there may have been instances of overlap/duplication among data records that were not flagged (data points looked similar when mapped), insufficient information within the data records made it impossible to know for certain if it was a true duplicate and therefore records were assumed to be unique to be conservative.
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